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Mr.  Henry  Dishroom,  Area  Manager 
U.S.  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development 
One  Embarcadero  Center,  Suite  1600 
San  Francisco,  California  94111 

Dear  Mr.  Dishroom: 

I am  transmitting  with  this  letter  the  information  requested  by  your  office  in 
the  Monitoring  Report  of  January  30,  1981  on  the  City's  1980  Community  Develop- 
ment Slock  Grant  Program.  The  information  enclosed  responds  in  details  to  tne 
items  listed  under  the  "Monitoring  Follow-Up"-  section  of  the  Report. 

I and  my  staff  have  reviewed  the  said  report  carefully.  We  recognize  that 
monitoring  is  the  primary  means  by  which  HUD  carries  out  its  program  management 
responsibilities.  The  HUD  "Conmunity  Planning  and  Development  Monitoring  Hand- 
book" states  that  "Monitoring  activities  should  also  be  helpful  to  grantees... 

(and  it)  is  an  important  part  of  HUD's  efforts  to  work  with  coranunities  in  a 
cooperative  manner  toward  common  objectives." 

As  the  Mayor  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  I give  you  my  support  in 
carrying  out  your  monitoring  responsibilities.  I will  direct  my  staff  to  continue 
working  cooperatively  with  your  office  to  assess  systematically  and  constructively 
the  progress  of  the  City's  community  development  program  and  to  identify  and 
resolve  potential  obstacles  to  the  successful  implementation  of  the  program. 

Monitoring  must  be  an  ongoing  process  in  order  to  be  effective.  This  year,  we 
hope  that  your  staff  will  be  able  to  meet  with  us  on  program  progress  on  a regular 
basis  so  that  your  evaluation  of  the  City's  overall  performance  would  not  be 
based  on  one  annual  monitoring  conducted  over  a very  short  period.  Additionally, 
the  collection,  analysis  and  interpretation  of  information  and  data  in  making 
judgement  about  the  grantee's  performance  must  be  objective,  comprehensive  and 
responsive  to  the  local  program  objectives  and  priorities. 

I believe  that  substantial  progress  has  been  made  under  my  administration  in 
the  management  and  implementation  of  community  development  activities.  I assure 
you  that  my  staff  will  continue  their  diligent  efforts.  I must  reiterate  my 
concerns  regarding  the  proposed  rescission  of  major  housing  program  funds  by 
the  Reagan  Adninistration . Although  the  City  is  absolutely  committed  to  the 
rehabilitation  and  production  of  urgently  needed  housing,  the  loss  of  Federal 
funds  would  greatly  diminish  our  ability  to  meet  the  desired  goals  of  accomplish- 
ment. I want  to  insure  maximum  communication  and  cooperation  between  our  respec- 
tive staffs  on  this  matter. 
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Should  any  questions  arise  regarding  the  information  enclosed,  pleas; 
hesitate  to  call  James  H.  Johnson,  Director  of  my  Office  of  Commumt: 
ment . 


do  net 
Develop- 


Enclosure 


I.  IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  FOR  NONCOMPLETED  ACTIVITIES  FROM  THE  1975-1980 
PROGRAM  YEARS 

In  order  to  present  a coherent  and  accurate  account  of  the  City's  overall 
program  management  and  performance,  the  responses  are  organized  by  five 
program  categories.  Implementation  schedules  for  activities  shown  as  not 
completed  in  the  latest  Grantee  Performance  Report  are  presented  accordingly. 

A.  HOUSING  REHABILITATION 


Housing  rehabilitation  is  a major  focus  of  the  City's  Community  Develop- 
ment Program  (CDP).  Under  the  State  enabled  local  authority  of  issuing 
tax  exempt  revenue  bonds,  the  City  initiated  its  low  interest  rehabili- 
tation loan  programs  as  early  as  1974.  These  programs,  administered  by 
the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  (BBI)  and  the  San  Francisco  Redevelop- 
ment Agency  (SFRA),  were  available  to  three  neighborhoods:  Inner  Richmond, 

Upper  Ashbury  and  Western  Addition.  From  the  1975-1978  CDP,  CDBG  funds 
were  allocated  to  finance  program  administration  staff,  hardship  loans  at 
no  interest,  relocation  payments  and  public  improvements  in  these  neigh- 
borhoods. Funds  were  also  set  aside  for  similar  activities  in  the  North 
of  Market  and  Hayes  Valley  areas.  As  HUD  noted  in  the  monitoring  report, 
"...The  conclusion  of  this  review  (of  the  rehabilitation  programs)  was 
that  the  technical  performance  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  BBI  staffs 
was  very  satisfactory." 

When  the  California  Housing  Finance  Agency  (CHFA)  became  fully  operational 
in  1977  San  Francisco  was  one  of  the  first  cities  to  apply  for  CHFA  re- 
habilitation loan  program  funds  which  were  also  financed  through  sale  of 
bonds. 

In  response  to  requests  by  BBI,  SFRA,  as  well  as  a number  of  neighborhood 
nonprofit  housing  development  corporations  (HDC)  for  CDBG  funds  to  leverage 
additional  rehabilitation  monies  from  private  lending  institutions,  the 
City  set  up  a pool  of  $1.5  million  from  its  1979  CDP  to  provide  residential 
rehabilitation  financing  through  the  SFRA,  BBI  and  neighborhood  HDC  in  the 
form  of  low  interest,  interest  subsidy,  or  no  interest  rehabilitation  loans 
in  ten  different  neighborhoods:  Western  Addition  (SFRA),  Inner  Richmond 

(BBI),  Upper  Ashbury  (BBI),  North  of  Market  (BBI),  Hayes  Valley  (BBI), 
Bayview  (BBI  and  HDC),  Mission  (HDC),  Chinatown  (HDC),  Potrero  Hill  (HDC), 
and  Oceanview-Merced- Ingles ide  (HDC). 

In  view  of  the  increasing  difficulties  involving  the  use  of  revenue  bonds 
to  generate  low  interest  rehabilitation  loans  at  both  the  local  and  State 
levels  and  the  need  to  increase  the  cost-effectiveness  of  CDBG  dollars  in 
financing  housing  rehabilitation,  OCD  contracted  a financial  consulting 
firm  in  early  1980,  among  a number  of  work  items,  to  evaluate  the  City's 
overall  housing  rehabilitation  strategy  and  to  recommend  a new  single 
loan  program  for  the  CDBG-funded  HDC.  At  the  same  time,  HUD  issued  its 
monitoring  report  of  January  31,  1980  and  requested  the  City  to  develop 
"a  strategy  for  ensuring  that  more  of  the  beneficiaries  of  its  housing 
rehab  program  are  low  and  moderate  income  persons,  and  that  displacement 
is  minimized." 
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The  City  on  April  4,  1980  presented  to  HUD  a revised  housing  rehabilitation 
strategy  that  responded  to  all  of  HUD 1 s concerns.  The  City's  response 
stated  that: 

"The  overall  strategy  is  to  assure  the  provision  of  housing  units 
at  compliance  with  the  local  Housing  Code  standards  and  to  concentrate 
the  provision  of  financial  and/or  technical  rehabilitation  assistance 
to  low  and  moderate  income  persons.  Appropriate  actions,  regulatory 
or  monetary  assistance  will  be  employed  to  minimize  displacement. .. In 
order  to  accomplish  this  overall  strategy,  the  program  will  require  a 
deeper  subsidy  of  public  resources,  and  possibly  produce  a smaller  number 
of  units  of  assistance." 

The  strategy  further  specified  that 

"A.  Efforts  will  be  directed  at  assisting  low  and  moderate  income 
occupant  owners...  in  a form  that  will  not  induce  an  increase  in 
monthly  housing  costs... 

3.  A strategy  is  to  link  the  worse  buildings  identified  in  the  City's 
Systematic  Code  Enforcement  Program  with  the  available  rehabilitation 
financing  programs...  to  enable  a concentrated  and  systematic  approach 
to  rehabilitation  of  substandard  rental  properties. . . to  minimize 
displacement,  to  ensure...  rehabilitated  dwellings  for  low  and 
moderate  income  persons... 

C.  Another  key  strategy  is  to  maintain  the  rehabilitated  dwellings  as 
long-term  standard  and  affordable  housing  resources  for  lower 
income  households  (through  acquisition  and  rehabilitation  by  non- 
profit corporations) . . . " 

The  City  did  not  receive  any  objection  from  HUD  on  this  revised  strategy.  Based 
on  this  strategy,  the  City  proceeded  with  establishing  two  new  rehabilitation 
programs. 

First,  with  the  $800,000  CDBG  funds  set  aside  in  the  1980  CDP,  0CD  formally 
proposed  to  the  HDC  a single  San  Francisco  City  Housing  Rehabilitation  Deferred 
Payment  Loan  (CDPL)  Program  in  May  1980.  This  program  (1)  targets  the  loans 
to  buildings  with  low  or  moderate  income  owners  or  tenants,  (2)  defer  payments 
of  principals  and  interest  so  as  to  eliminate  additional  costs  to  the  owners 
and  displacement  of  tenants,  (3)  market  the  loans  to  substandard  buildings  listed 
under  the  City's  Systematic  Code  Enforcement  Program,  (4)  limits  the  loan  funds 
to  correcting  basic  Housing  Code  deficiencies,  (5)  streamlines  the  loan  process 
by  using  one  lender  as  a servicing  agency,  (6)  extends  the  program  to  a number 
of  lower  income  neighborhoods  through  the  HDC,  and  (7)  in  combination  with  the 
Housing  Site  Acquisition  Program  produces  long-term  affordable  and  standard 
housing  through  the  nonprofit  HDC. 
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Secondly,  the  City  also  modified  the  Housing  Code  Enforcement  Loan  Program 
(HELP),  which  is  to  be  financed  by  sale  of  bonds,  to  (1)  provide  rehabili- 
tation financing  in  connection  with  the  City's  Systematic  Code  Enforcement 
Program,  (2)  assure  the  improvement  of  housing  condition  for  the  public 
especially  low  and  moderate  income  tenants  presently  residing  in  apartments 
and  residential  hotels,  (3)  encourage  voluntary  code  compliance  of  multi- 
family buildings  located  in  NSA,  and  (4)  minimize  displacement  of  existing 
tenants  by  establishing  effective  tenant  protections  and  other  regulatory 
measures.  The  ordinance  providing  for  the  establishment  of  this  loan  pro- 
gram as  modified  was  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  approved  by 
the  Mayor  in  October  1980. 

In  spite  of  these  actions  by  the  City  to  revise  the  rehabilitation  strategy 
and  develop  new  programs  responsive  to  HUD's  concerns,  HUD  stated  again  in 
this  year's  monitoring  report  that  the  City  "...needs  to  re-examine  the 
method  by  which  it  has  attempted  to  rehabilitate  housing  if  it  is  to  succeed 
in  having  a program  which  principally  benefits  the  City's  low  and  moderate 
income  residents...  does  the  City's  rehab  program  adequately  address  the  needs 
of  low  and  moderate  income  persons?..." 

The  City  questions  these  ill-founded  remarks  and  erroneous  conclusions. 

They  seem  to  indicate  that  HUD's  monitoring  and  evaluation  of  the  City's  per- 
formance was  an  incomprehensive  assessment  and  was  based  on  the  rigid  appli- 
cation of  quantifiable  measures.  Perhaps  if  HUD  staff  have  had  the  time  to 
meet  with  City  staff  regularly  during  the  year  as  suggested  in  HUD’s  moni- 
toring report  of  last  year,  HUD  would  have  a better  understanding  of  the  City's 
capacities  in  developing  and  managing  rehabilitation  programs. 

HUD  noted  in  its  monitoring  report  that  "...we  recognize  that  the  major  reason 
for  this  (modest  accomplishments)  is  the  fact  that  the  RAP  program  has  yet  to 
be  fully  implemented  in  the  North  of  Market  area,  because  of  the  unfavorable 
bond  market."  Indeed  the  unfavorable  bond  market  has  curbed  any  desired  pro- 
gress and  accomplishments  under  the  local  RAP  Programs  in  North  of  Market, 
the  new  Housing  Code  Enforcement  Loan  Program,  as  well  as  the  CHFA  rehabili- 
tation loan  programs,  henceforth  the  City  has  not  been  able  to  meet  its 
anticipated  rehabilitation  goals. 

Imposing  a fixed  percent  of  units  to  be  rehabilitated  by  each  NSA  is  also 
irresponsive  to  the  City's  overall  housing  rehabilitation  strategy  and  is 
usurping  local  discretion  provided  for  under  the  CDBG  program.  The  City's 
commitment  to  housing  rehabilitation  is  to  provide  long-term  affordable  and 
standard  housing  and  to  benefit  low  and  moderate  income  persons.  This  direc- 
tion requires  a deeper  subsidy  of  CDBG  funds, a longer  time  in  accomplishing 
the  goals,  and  therefore  a fewer  number  of  rehabilitate  units  will  be  pro- 
duced. A pure  quantitative  approach  by  itself  is  not  an  adequate  and  appro- 
priate measurement  of  rehabilitation  performance. 

Nevertheless,  the  City  will  work  diligently  towards  achieving  the  rehabili- 
tation goals  set  forth  in  the  implementation  schedule  submitted  to  HUD  on 
January  30,  1981.  Unfortunately  the  recission  of  Section  312  loan  funds 
and  the  Section  8/NSA  substantial  rehabilitation  subsidies  have  seriously 
curtailed  any  conscientious  attempts  by  the  City  to  meet  the  schedules.  As 
I have  said  in  my  letter  of  March  11,  1981  I have  instructed  my  staff  to 
continue  to  make  every  effort  to  comply  with  the  spirit  of  the  CDBG  condi- 
tioning agreement.  However,  where  attainment  of  housing  goals  is  dependent 
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on  the  availability,  now  uncertain,  of  Federal  funds,  adjustments  must  clearly 
be  made  to  the  corresponding  federal  performance  percentages. 

The  following  exhibits  details  the  implementation  schedules  for  noncompleted 
activities 

The  exhibits  attached  present  the  implementation  schedules  of  the  rehabili- 
tation activities  reported  as  noncompleted  in  the  latest  GPP. 

Exhibit  I-A  . "1981  Rehabilitation  Loan  Schedule"  - Included  within  is  the 
schedule  for  expending  the  rehabilitation  funds  set  aside  in 
the  1979  COP  (BBI  Hardship  Loans)  and  1980  CDP  (CDPL  Loans). 

Exhibit  I-B  : BBI  Code  Enforcement  and  Relocation  Benefit  Assistance 

Schedules  for  noncompleted  activities  under  the  1979  and 
1980  CDP. 

Exhibit  I-C  : Chronology  of  Establishing  the  CDPL  Program  in  1980. 

OCD  staff  is  currently  working  with  the  Housing  Authority  to  reprogram 
between  S.9  and  SI .0  million  in  existing  City-Authority  Agreements  for 
the  rehabilitation  of  existing  units  to  correct  outstanding  code  viola- 
tions. The  Authority  has  identified  such  violations  in  projects  located 
in  the  Inner  Mission,  Chinatown-North  Beach  and  Western  Addition  NSA's. 

When  specitic  units  and  code  violations  are  identified,  a separate  re- 
port will  be  made  to  HUD  on  the  Housing  Authority's  implementation 
schedule  for  incompleted  project  activities. 
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B.  HOUSING  SITE  ACQUISITION 


Because  of  the  scarcity  of  vacant  and  buildable  land  in  San  Francisco 
and  the  increasing  costs  of  developing  housing  for  low  and  moderate  income 
households,  the  City  has  allocated  CDBG  funds  for  the  acquisition  of 
housing  sites  each  year  since  the  1975  CDP.  From  1975-1979  CDP,  a total 
of  $3,922,500  Housing  Site  Acquisition  funds  were  allocated  to  specific 
neighborhoods:  Chinatown,  South  of  Market,  and  Bernal  Heights.  Except 

for  Chinatown,  the  allocated  funds  have  been  expended.  In  response  to 
requests  by  a number  of  neighborhood  HDC,  the  City  under  its  1980  CDP 
established  a citywide  Housing  Site  Acquisition  Program  with  a pool  of 
$1.5  million  CDBG  funds.  The  funds  are  available  to  all  CDBG-assisted  HDC 
without  confining  the  location  of  sites  to  any  particular  geographical  areas. 
Working  in  consultation  with  a financial  consulting  firm  and  the  eligible 
HDC,  OCD  promulgated  the  program  policies  and  operating  procedures  for  this 
new  housing  program  in  late  May  1980.  The  operating  procedures  provide  a 
simple  four-step  process: 

(1)  Securing  an  option  to  purchase  a site:  Each  HDC  received  an  advance  of 
$10,000  from  the  City  to  secure  options  on  feasible  sites  or  properties. 

(2)  Submitting  an  application  to  OCD:  Upon  securing  a purchase  agreement, 
the  HDC  submits  an  application  to  OCD.  using  a standard  form  similar  to 
the  FHA  2013  Form  and  additional  documents  if  necessary. 

(3)  Conditional  Approval:  After  review  of  the  application,  OCD  may  grant  a 
conditional  approval  and  a reservation  of  Housing  Site  Acquisition  funds 
for  the  proposed  project. 

(4)  Final  Approval  and  Release  of  Funds:  After  HDC  meets  all  the  requirements 
set  forth  in  the  OCD  Conditional  Approval  Letter,  OCD  will  process  the 
transfer  of  funds  to  the  HDC. 

Recognizing  the  dynamics  and  complexity  of  the  real  estate  and  housing  devel- 
opment markets  of  San  Francisco,  this  process  is  designed  to  provide  the 
maximum  flexibility  to  the  HDC  under  reasonable  control  by  OCD  to  assure 
appropriate  and  legitimate  use  of  CDBG  funds.  The  process  also  clearly  indi- 
cates that  the  performance  of  housing  site  acquisition  activities  cannot  be 
judged  only  by  the  number  of  sites  or  properties  purchased  or  the  actual 
dollars  expended. 

Exhibit  I-D  presents  a status  report  on  all  the  housing  site  acquisition 
funds  tha't  have  been  allocated  since  the  1975  CDP.  As  you  will  read,  although 
not  all  the  funds  are  expended,  the  balance  of  funds  have  been  reserved  for 
specific  projects  that  are  now  pending  final  approval  by  OCD.  Additionally, 

$1  million  of  this  balance  is  now  being  considered  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
for  allocation  to  the  North  of  Market  UDAG  project  to  finance  the  acquisition 
of  residential  hotels. 

The  City  has  outlined  the  efforts  to  increase  the  production  of  lower  income 
housing  in  its  January  30,  1981  letter  to  HUD.  Needless  to  repeat,  the  rescis- 
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sion  of  Section  8 new  construction  and  substantial  rehabilitation  funds  by 
the  Reagan  Administration  will  greatly  inhibit  the  City's  performance. 
Nonetheless  this  Office  will  use  the  Housing  Site  Acquisition  funds  prudently 
to  provide  the  highest  number  of  lower  income  housing  units  permissible 
within  the  very  limited  resources. 
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C.  COMPLETION  OF  URBAN  RENEWAL  AND  RELATED  PROJECTS 


The  major  criticisms  of  the  monitoring  report  dealt  with  the  progress 
of  rehabilition  in  the  Western  Addition  A-2  Project  and  the  general 
progress  of  beginning  program  activities  in  the  Bayview  Industrial 
Triangle. 

There  has  been  some  misuderstanding  as  to  the  reporting  of  rehabilita- 
tion activities  in  the  Western  Addition  A-2  project.  Such  reports 
are  provided  to  OCD  on  a monthly  basis  as  part  of  a total  project  re- 
view held  on  the  fourth  Thursday  of  each  month.  The  status  of  each 
property  by  address  is  reported  under  these  categories;  rehabilita- 
tion loans;  agency  owned  dwil dings  (including  in-house  condominiums, 
possible  negotiated  sale,  public  offering,  with  negotiating  rights, 
under  disposition  agreement,  sweat  equity  and  moved  buildings). 

However,  the  Agency  reports  have  not  been  detailing  resident  income, 
or  before  and  after  rehabilitation  rents.  Therefore,  OCD  has  re- 
quested the  Agency  as  well  as  BBI  to  utilize  the  standardized  form, 
developed  in  conjunction  with  obtaining  such  information  from  the 
HDC's,  in  expanding  their  data  collection  on  rehabilitation. 

Although  CD  funds  have  been  programmed  for  the  Bayview  Industrial 
Triangle  during  1979  and  1980,  final  approval  from  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  implement  this  project  was  received  during  June  1980. 
Approximately  $.9  million  from  1979  and  1980  CD  Entitlements  have  been 
carried  over  to  be  added  to  approximately  $1.0  million  in  1981  CD 
funds.  During  1981  the  following  program  activities  will  be  carried 
out  in  the  Bayview  Industrial  Triangle  project. 

Acquisition  of  about  30  percent  of  the  parcels  in  the  acquisi- 
tion workload. 

Award  of  contracts  for  the  design  and  construction  of  all  planned 
public  improvements. 

Management  of  properties  after  their  acquisition  by  the  Agency. 

Initial  inspections  of  all  properties  in  the  rehabilitation 
workload. 

Relocation  of  one  business  due  to  infeasibility  of  rehabilita- 
tion. Two  households  in  single-family  housing  are  also  scheduled 
to  be  relocated. 

Demolition  of  two  structures  and  clearance  of  one  acre  of  land. 

The  following  schedules  identify  anticipated  quarterly  totals  for  the 
completion  of  projects  identified  in  the  current  Grantee  Performance 
Report  as  revised. 
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D.  PHYSICAL  IMPROVEMENT  ACTIVITIES 


As  HUD  stated  in  the  monitoring  report,  "The  City  has  substantially 
improved  its  system  for  implementing  and  carrying  out  public  improve- 
ment activities  (i.e.  neighborhood  center  improvements,  renovation  of 
recreational  facilities,  the  Neighborhood  Initiated  Improvement  Program, 
and  removal  of  architectural  barriers  to  the  handicapped).  There  is  still 
a need,  however,  to  expedite  the  implementation  of  such  projects." 

The  City  agrees  with  HUD  that  the  implementation  of  these  projects  can 
be  further  expedited.  HUD,  however,  must  also  recognize  that  there  are 
a number  of  requisite  steps  and  an  inevitable  span  of  time  in  carrying 
out  one  of  these  neighborhood  physical  improvement  projects.  The  progress 
of  the  activities  is  affected  by  a number  of  actors:  neighborhood  service 

agency  or  organization,  architects,  contractors,  and  public  agencies. 
Sometimes  a delay  in  the  process  cannot  be  removed  even  under  an  effective 
implementation  system.  Exhibit  IF  presents  the  basic  implementation  steps 
and  the  time  required  for  the  development  or  renovation  of  neighborhood 
facilities.  As  you  will  find,  it  may  take  as  short  as  6 months  to  as 
long  as  18  months  to  complete  a project. 

As  HUD  has  already  observed,  the  City  has  made  substantial  progress  during 
the  past  two  years  in  expediting  the  completion  of  projects  funded  since 
the  1975  CDP.  The  fact  that  certain  "old"  projects  are  not  completed 
is  not  because  there  is  not  a more  effective  program  implementation  system 
but  because  of  certain  problems  inherent  with  these  projects  during  the 
earlier  CDP  years.  Some  of  the  problems  causing  the  delays  are: 

(1)  There  was  insufficient  funding  from  a particular  program  year  to 
complete  renovation  so  that  centers  have  to  wait  for  additional 
funding  from  the  next  CDP  or  to  revise  the  project  plans  to  fit  the 
budgets . 

(2)  Staff  persons  of  neighborhood  facilities  are  generally  not 
experts  in  renovation  projects  and  a lot  of  City  staff  time  must 

be  spent  in  providing  technical  assistance  and  guidance  to  the  centers 
in  carrying  out  the  renovation  work. 

(3)  Needs  for  additional  renovation  work  to  meet  code  requirements  were 
discovered  after  the  funding  or  the  initiation  of  the  project  so 
that  the  design  plans  have  to  be  revised  and  often  additional  funds 
must  be  secured. 

(4)  Some  projects  were  delayed  by  unanticipated  internal  problems  of 
centers  uncontrollable  by  the  City. 

The  City  has  attempted  to  correct  these  problems  since  the  1979  CDP  by 
providing  sufficient  funds  to  complete  renovation  of  centers  that  were 
funded  in  the  past  CDP  and  by  limiting  new  fundings  to  those  centers  that 
are  ready  for  implementation  and  completion  within  one  year  of  time.  For 
example,  in  the  1980  CDP,  new  fundings  were  allocated  to  only  two  neighbor- 
hood centers  and  six  childcare  centers.  Of  these  eight  centers,  two  were 
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already  completed  and  the  other  four  will  be  completed  by  summer  or 
fall  of  this  year.  Exhibit  I-G  present  the  number  of  noncom-" 
pleted  centers  by  each  CDP  and  their  completion  schedule.  All  centers 
are  scheduled  for  completion  in  1981. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  City  has  made  significant  progress  in  com- 
pleting a large  number  of  small  scale  Neighborhood  Initiated  Improve- 
ment Projects  and  Bicentennial  projects.  Of  the  original  total  list  of 
327  individual  projects,  212  projects  are  completed.  With  the  major 
exception  of  the  projects  located  in  Publ*c  Housing  Projects,  all 
noncompleted  projects  will  be  completed  in  1981.  Exhibit  I-G  also  pre- 
sents the  implementation  schedules  for  these  and  other  non  completed 
physical  improvement  projects. 


- 


E.  BUSINESS  LOANS  PROGRAMS 


From  1977-1980  COP,  the  City  set  aside  a total  of  5895,000  CDBG  funds 
for  use  as  local  share  in  SBA  502  loans  that  finance  the  expansion 
or  the  establishment  of  small  businesses  that  will  retain  or  create 
jobs  for  low  or  moderate  income  residents.  Until  1979,  the  CDBG  funds 
were  administered  through  one  agency  in  the  City.  Under  the  1979  and 
1980  CDP,  three  neighborhood  economic  development  corporations  also 
received  fundings  for  packaging  and  processing  SBA  502  loans  and  other 
conmercial  loans  for  small  and/or  minority-owned  businesses.  In  order 
to  increase  the  coordination  and  effectiveness  of  the  various  CDBG- 
assisted  business  loan  programs  to  support  neighborhood  revitalization 
and  retention  or  creation  of  jobs  for  lower  income  residents,  all  CDBG- 
assisted  business  loan  activities  will  be  coordinated  by  the  Mayor's 
Economic  Development  Council  (EDC)  starting  with  the  1981  CDP. 
Additionally,  OCD  has  also  taken  steps  to  improve  the  record  keeping 
and  maintenance  of  the  EDC  and  the  neighborhood  corporations.  There 
is  more  information  on  this  particular  subject  under  section  IV  of 
this  response. 

In  evaluating  the  City's  performance  on  business  loan  program  activities, 
HUD  should  recognize  the  lengthy  and  complicated  process  in  packaging 
and  processing  a business  loan  from  the  initial  point  of  intake  to 
the  final  step  of  loan  closing.  A number  of  actors  are  involved  in 
this  process:  the  small  business  concern  (SBC),  loan  packager,  city 

agency,  bank,  and  Small  Business  Administration  (SBA).  Factors  such 
as  matching  a SBC  with  a bank,  joint  decision  among  loan  packager, 

SBC  and  bank  on  the  most  appropriate  loan  program,  the  location  and 
securing  of  site  or  property  by  the  SBC,  refining  construction  scheme 
and  design,  and  other  unanticipated  extenuating  circumstances  can 
affect  the  time  in  completing  the  loan  process.  A SBA  502  loan 
therefore  may  take  as  short  as  two  to  three  months  from  intake  to 
closing  or  may  consume  as  much  time  as  18  months.  Exhibit  I-H  shows 
the  key  steps  in  processing  a SBA  502  loan. 

Nevertheless,  the  City  has  made  substantial  progress  during  1980  in 
processing  SBA  502  loans.  Exhibit  I-I summarizes  the  SBA  502  loan 
activities  in  1980  and  presents  the  projected  amount  of  CDBG  funds 
that  will  be  committed  by  December  1981  for  loans  that  have  either 
been  approved,  submitted  or  in  process.  The  exhibit  shows  that  all 
the  CDBG  funds  set  aside  as  local  share  in  the  1977  and  1978  CDP  and 
most  of  the  funds  in  the  1979  CDP  have  already  been  expended.  Under 
the  projected  schedule,  all  of  the  1979  and  1980  funds  should  be 
committed  by  December  of  1981. 
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II.  REVIEW  AND  FOLLOW-UP  OF  REPORTS  SUBMITTED  3Y  SUBGRANTEES 


In  the  monitoring  report,  HUD  stated  that  the  City  now  has  a better  system 
for  ensuring  that  reports  are  submitted  by  operating  agencies  in  a timely 
manner  and  the  City  has  a good  set  of  report  forms  for  the  neighborhood 
corporations.  HUD  also  noted  certain  shortcomings  and  requested  a description 
of  actions  that  the  City  will  take  to  ensure  that  reports  from  subgrantees 
are: 

(1 ) submitted  on  a timely  basis 

(2)  reviewed  for  completeness  and  consistency, 

(3)  followed  up  to  correct  problem  areas,  and 

(4)  verified  on  the  data  of  low  and  moderate  income  beneficiaries  of 
rehabilitation  and  economic  development  activities. 

Under  the  1981  CDP,  there  are  thirty-six  neighborhood  nonprofit  corporations 
or  subgrantees  which  receive  CDBG  funds  to  administer  various  housing,  eco- 
nomic development,  and  public  service  project  activities.  The  overall 
monitoring  system  of  these  subgrantees  is  structured  upon  an  annual 
agreement  executed  between  OCD  on  behalf  of  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  and  the  subgrantee.  In  short,  this  agreement  is  referred  to  as 
the  City/Corporation  Agreement.  Included  in  the  agreement  are  the  (1)  annual 
work  program  specifying  component  activities  and  quantified  goals  either 
in  terms  of  the  number  of  units  of  assistance  or  target  dates;  (2)  annual 
administration  budget  with  a 40-50  line  item  object  of  expenditures  with 
monthly  totals;  and  (3)  a 35-page  Community  Development  Corporation  Operating 
Procedures  Manual . 

We  welcome  suggestions  from  HUD  on  how  to  expand  our  monitoring  efforts  of 
the  subgrantees.  The  City  however  would  urge  HUD  to  consider  the  City's 
overall  monitoring  system  and  the  component  efforts  as  well  as  the  large 
number  of  subgrantees  and  the  extent  of  information  to  be  covered.  If  HUD 
narrows  its  concern  to  whether  the  program  monitors  sign  a particular  report 
from  the  subgrantees  after  his  or  her  review  or  whether  the  monitors  document 
the  telephone  conversations  with  the  subgrantees  regarding  monthly  reports 
or  program  progress,  it  will  only  lose  the  essence  of  program  monitoring. 

The  following  paragraphs  describe  those  monitoring  actions  that  OCD  takes 
in  relation  to  the  specific  concerns  of  HUD. 

A.  SUBMISSION  OF  MONTHLY  REPORTS  AND  REIMBURSEMENT  OF  COSTS 

Pursuant  to  the  Operating  Procedures  Manual  in  the  City/Corporation 
Agreement,  all  subgrantees  are  required  to  submit  their  monthly  fiscal 
and  program  progress  reports  to  OCD  by  the  tenth  calendar  day  of  the 
month  using  the  forms  published  by  OCD  in  the  Manual.  A reminder  memo- 
randum is  sent  to  each  subgrantee  failing  to  meet  the  deadline.  Reim- 
bursement of  a>ny  costs  incurred  by  the  subgrantee  for  the  month  will 
be  made  by  OCD  ONLY  AFTER  all  the  required  monthly  fiscal  and  program 
progress  reports  are  submitted  and  are  complete  and  accurate.  OCD  has 
found  this  prerequesite  to  cost  reimbursement  is  an  effective  means  of 
ensuring  the  timely  submission  of  monthly  program  reports. 
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B.  SIMPLIFIED  AND  UNIFORM  REPORT  FORMS 


During  the  past  two  years,  subgrantees  are  required  to  submit  monthly 
and  quarterly  reports  in  both  statistical  and  narrative  forms.  Sta rt 
ina  with  the  1981  CDP,  subgrantees  are  required  to  submit  monthly 
reports  mainly  on  a statistical  format.  Any  activities  that  cannot 
be  reported  in  statistics  will  be  reported  in  the  form  of  concise 
narrative  notes.  Basically  three  different  sets  of  forms  are  use 
resDectively  by  the  three  different  groups  of  subgrantees,  housing, 
economic  development,  and  public  services.  Exhibit  I I-Aand  II -B  Present 
the  report  forms  for  housing  and  public  service  corporations.  The 
r®Dort  forms  for  fair  housing  and  economic  development  corporations 
Ire  Resented  Snder  Exhibits  IV-AandIV-B.  These  modifications  provide 
several  advantages . First,  a uniform  set  of  report  forms  are  used 
by  subgrantees  performing  similar  program  activities.  This  facilitates 
the  assessment  of  the  overall  performance  by  Progr-am  cat. agory  as 
well  as  the  comparison  of  performance  among  subgrante-s . It  snout  a 
be  noted  that  the  report  forms  on  housing  rehabilitation  programs  wi 
be  used  by  the  subgrantees  as  well  as  the  BBI  and  the  Redevelopmen 
Aqency  under  the  1981  CDP.  Secondly,  the  simplified  format  reduces 
the  amount  of  time  for  preparing  the  monthly  r®Por“  and^^^ki^g 
Thirdly,  the  statistical  format  also  enhances  the  review  and  tracking 
of  program  progress  and  verification  of  data  accuracy  by  program 
monitors . 


C.  CLEAR  INSTRUCTIONS 

In  addition  to  revising  the  forms,  OCD  also  published  instructions  on 
the  use  of  the  forms.  A sample  of  the  instruction  memoranda  is  included 
under  Exhibit  II-B.  OCD  has  also  held  workshops  with  al  the  subgrantees 
to  explain  and  clarify  the  forms.  To  reinforce  the  definition  of  low 
and  Senate  income  under  the  CDB6  program,  OCD  provides  subgrantees 
with  the  current  HUD  income  guidelines  and  requires  the  subgrantee  to 
either  report  the  actual  income  of  the  beneficiary  and/or  identify  . 
income  as  a percent  of  the  SMSA  median  income.  This  will  eliminate 
any  further  confusion  regarding  the  definition  of  low  and  moderate 
income  All  subgrantees  are  also  reminded  to  report  information  on 
race,  ethnicity,  and  gender. 

D.  INHOUSE  REVIEW  AND  MONITORING  VISIT 

After  receiving  the  monthly  reports  from  subgrantees,  the  program 
monitors  review  the  information  for  completeness  and  S J^make 
there  are  any  deficiencies,  the  subgrantees  will  be  notified 
the  corrections.  Following  the  inhouse  review,  program  monitors J^11 

conduct  monitoring  visits  to  subgrantees.  JS^SSnth71  andSprobl ems 

review  with  subgrantee  the  program  progress  of  the  month , ^ Probi  jns 

encountered,  check  the  recording  keeping  system  and  f « 0 ®ertfy  the 
of  data,  and  randomly  check  the  individual  case  files  ' to  v y W u* , 
submitted  data.  A report  will  be  then  prepared  by  the  monitor  and  wi . 
be  kept  on  file  at  OCD. 


' 
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E.  VERIFICATION  OF  DATA  ON  BENEFICIARY  THROUGH  FIELD  WORK 


In  response  to  HUD 1 s request,  program  monitors  will  conduct  field  work 
on  a random  sample  of  rehabilitation  and  commercial  loans  to  verify 
the  data  on  low  and  moderate  income  beneficiary  as  reported  by  the 
subgrantees.  In  consideration  of  the  limited  number  of  monitors  and 
the  time  required  in  conducting  field  verification,  this  effort  will 
be  made  only  quarterly  or  semi-annually. 
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III.  EVALUATION  AND  INCREASING  CAPACITY  OF  SUB GRANTEE 5 


HUD  requested  the  City  to  descirbe  the  evaluation  mechanism  in  reviewing 
the  performance  of  subgrantees  and'  propose  actions  to  increase  the  capacity 
of  any  poor  performers. 

A.  EVALUATION  MECHANISM 

The  City's  evaluation  mechanism  of  subgrantees  consists  of  three  separate 
but  interacting  processes:  (1)  OCD's  continuous  monitoring  and  review  of 
subgrantees'  performance,  (2)  management  audit  by  the  Budget  Analyst 
of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  (3)  Board  of  Supervisors'  review  and 
public  hearings  on  the  annual  community  development  program. 

The  funding  levels  of  each  subgrantee  as  stated  in  the  City's  CDBG 
Application  to  HUD  reflect  the  combined  actions  and  products  of  these 
processes.  The  evaluation  of  subgrantees  therefore  do  not  rest  solely 
on  the  executive  branch  of  the  local  government.  We  have  explained  the 
evaluation  process  to  HUD  staff  during  their  monitoring.  We  will  reiter- 
ate the  processes  in  this  response. 

(1)  ANNUAL  WORK  PROGRAM  AND  MONITORING  OF  PERFORMANCE 

Each  year  OCD  executes  an  agreement  with  each  CDBG-funded  subgrantee. 
An  important  document  in  this  City /Corporation  Agreement  is  the 
annual  work  program.  Shortly  after  the  City  submits  the  application 
to  HUD  for  review  and  approval,  OCD  requests  each  subgrantee  to  submit 
a detailed  work  program  and  administration  budget  on  the  funding 
amount  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  This  work  program 
must  detail  each  type  of  program,  the  component  activities,  and  quan- 
tifiable anticipated  accomplishments  by  component  activities.  The 
anticipated  accomplishments  can  be  quantified  in  terms  of  the  number 
of  units  of  assistance  or  the  implementation  steps  and  target  dates. 
The  goals  should  be  set  in  a manner  that  enables  OCD  to  monitor  the 
progress  on  a regular  and  monthly  basis.  Additionally,  subgrantees 
are  required  to  submit  quarterly  evaluation  reports  on  their  accom- 
plishments and  problems.  This  evaluation  report  enables  the  sub- 
grantees to  review  their  own  program  progress  and  problems  during 
the  course  of  the  program  year  and  make  necessary  improvements. 

During  the  program  year,  OCD  monitors  review  the  performance  of  the 
subgrantees  on  a monthly  basis,  document  any  problems  in  achieving 
the  goals,  and  evaluate  the  subgrantees1  technical  and  management 
capacity  in  performing  the  services  or  activities  specified  in  the 
annual  work  program.  The  staff  evaluation  together  with  the  sub- 
grantees' evaluation  reports  provide  the  key  references  for  the  Mayor 
to  make  recommendations  on  the  future  fundings  of  subgrantees. 

(2)  MANAGEMENT  AUDIT  BY  BUDGET  ANALYST 

Since  the  1977  CDP,  CDBG  funds  are  allocated  to  the  Budget  Analyst 
of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  analyse,  monitor,  and  audit  CDBG 
funded  programs,  agencies,  and  organizations.  The  Budget  Analyst's 
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office  reviewed  the  final  proposal  of  the  annual  community  development 
program  after  it  has  been  submitted  by  the  Mayor  to  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors. Additionally,  the  office  performs  management  audits  on  selec- 
tive CDBG  funded  agencies  and  organizations.  During  1980,  the  Budget 
Analyst  initiated  a management  audit  of  the  neighborhood  housing  devel- 
opment corporations  to  analyse  the  management  capacity,  technical  skills 
in  carrying  out  program  activities,  responsiveness  to  neighborhood  needs 
and  the  overall  cost-effectiveness  of  the  operation  of  the  corporations. 
This  type  of  ongoing  and  detailed  analysis  of  subgrantees  will  provide 
substantive  information  to  both  the  Mayor’s  Office  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  considering  future  fundings  of  subgrantees.  Pursuant 
to  HUD's  present  concerns  of  the  subgrantees,  OCD  will  request  the  Budget 
Analyst's  Office  to  extend  the  management  audit  from  the  housing  corp- 
orations to  other  economic  development  and  public  service  corporations. 

(3)  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  REVIEW  OF  FUNDINGS  FOR  SUBGRANTEES 


As  part  of  the  City's  annual  cycle  of  preparing  and  developing  the 
cormiunity  development  program,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  review  and 
hold  public  hearings  on  the  Mayor's  final  proposed  program  for  the 
following  year.  As  the  local  legislative  body,  the  Supervisors  can 
amend  any  funding  reconmendations  by  the  Mayor,  including  subgrantees. 
Occasionlly  the  Supervisors ' recommendations  may  not  relate  directly  to 
the  past  performance  of  the  subgrantees.  Nevertheless  the  Board's 
review  function  of  the  annual  CDP  is  an  integral  part  of  the  City's 
overall  evaluation  mechanism  of  subgrantees'  performance. 

B.  INCREASING  THE  CAPACITY  OF  POOR  PERFORMERS 


Under  the  Neighborhood  Revitalization  Strategies  of  the  CDP,  it  is  the  City's 
policies  to  fund  only  the  existing  housing  corporations  to  fully  utilize 
their  experience  and  technical  capacity,  to  promote  staff  sharing  among 
the  corporati ons , and  to  encourage  these  corporations  to  attain  self-suffi- 
ciency over  a period  of  three  years.  This  policy  extends  generally  to  all 
other  subgrantees.  Each  of  the  subgrantees  funded  under  the  CDP  is  charged 
with  the  duties  to  perform  certain  specific  tasks  that  produce  immediate 
and  direct  benefits  to  the  low  and  moderate  income  residents  and  the  revi- 
talization of  the  neighborhoods.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  the  City  to 
fund  subgrantees  to  perform  general  planning  and  administration  functions. 
Subgrantees  therefore  are  funded  on  the  basis  of  their  capacity  and  skills 
to  perform  those  specific  tasks.  While  most  of  the  CDBG-funded  subgrantees 
have  a solid  record  of  performance,  some  are  relatively  new  corporations 
which  lack  adequate  or  appropriate  experience  in  carrying  out  the  program 
activities.  In  relation  to  subgrantees,  the  City  performs  a function 
parallel  to  HUD' s. 

The  City's  key  program  management  responsibility  is  the  monitoring  of  sub- 
grantees to  insure  that  programs  are  carried  out  in  accordance  with  the 
projected  time  schedule  and  goals  and  applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

Based  on  the  monitoring  review,  the  City  determines  whether  subgrantees 
have  the  capacity  to  carry  out  approved  programs  and  to  implement  additional 
programs  for  the  following  year.  It  is  not  a CDP  policy  to  provide  technical 
assistance  and  training  to  subgrantees  to  carry  out  the  task  that  they  are 
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funded  to  perform. 

Nevertheless  recognizing  that  not  all  subgrantees  have  been  performing 
satisfactorily  and  HUD  has  increasing  concerns  regarding  their  capacity 
the  City  wall  undertake  or  intensify  the  following  actions.  We  welcome 
suggestions  from  HUD  on  other  appropriate  and  effective  actions. 

cA* 

(1)  SHARING  m RESOURCES  AND  TECHNICAL  SKILLS 

Each  subgrantee  is  provided  with  adequate  CDBG  funds  to  employ  com- 
petent and  skillful  staff  persons.  Subgrantees  may  also  use  CDBG 
funds  to  subcontract  third  parties  to  perform  certain  tasks  that 
require  specialized  skills  over  a limited  period  of  time  during  the 
program  year.  Some  of  the  highly  technical  or  specialized  personnel 
or  consultants  could  be  employed  or  contracted  jointly  by  subgrantees 
implementing  similar  programs.  Pooling  the  resources  and  sharing  of 
technical  staff  can  increase  the  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  sub- 
grantees. The  housing  development  corporations  for  example  have 
discussed  the  possibility  of  sharing  technical  staff  and  consultants. 
OCD  will  encourage  them  and  other  corporations  to  pursue  this  option. 

(2)  CONCENTRATED  WORK  PROGRAM  ACTIVITIES 

The  performance  level  of  subgrantees  can  be  adversely  affected  by  an 
extensive  scope  of  services  or  diversified  types  of  activity.  In 
reviewing  the  1981  work  programs  of  all  subgrantees  during  the  past 
two  months,  OCD  made  a special  effort  of  requiring  work  programs  be 
limited  to  those  readily  available  for  implementation.  General 
planning  types  of  activity  were  not  accepted.  Exhibit  III-  A are 
letters  from  OCD  to  two  subgrantees  regarding  the  revision  of  their 
proposed  work  programs  for  1981.  We  believe  that  a concentrated  and 
focused  work  program  will  improve  the  performance  of  subgrantees. 

(3)  CONSOLIDATION  OF  SIMILAR  PROGRAM  FUNCTIONS 

Subgrantees  under  the  same  program  category  may  have  performed  similar 
activities  but  have  different  specialized  skills.  Consolidation  and 
coordination  among  subgrantees  with  similar  program  functions  could 
optimize  the  utilization  of  the  specialized  skills  of  each  subgrantee 
so  that  the  performance  capacity  of  each  subgrantee  would  be  improved. 
The  business  loan  programs  for  example  have  been  carried  out  by  the 
Mayor's  Economic  Development  Council  (EDC)  as  well  as  three  other 
neighborhood  corporations.  Each  of  them  operated  separately  in  1980. 
Starting  with  the  1981  CDP,  all  neighborhood  economic  development 
corporations  are  to  be  coordinated  and  monitored  by  the  EDC.  EDC  will 
insure  that  the  specialized  skills  of  each  subgrantee  will  be  shared 
by  the  others  and  that  technical  guidance  will  be  provided  to  those 
subgrantees  lacking  a satisfactory  record  of  performance.  OCD  will 
monitor  this  new  effort  closely  and  if  appropriate  will  extend  this 
type  of  coordination  to  other  categories  of  subgrantees. 
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(4)  WORKSHOPS  AND  CONFERENCES 


OCD  will  conduct  workshops  and  conferences  on  subjects  related  to 
the  management  and  operation  of  subgrantees 1 program  activities. 
Professionals  and  expertise  from  the  public  and  private  sectors  will 
be  invited  by  OCD  to  provide  information  that  can  be  immediately 
applicable  to  subgrantees1  day-to-day  operation.  OCD  does  not  aim 
at  an  academic  pursuit  under  this  effort.  Rather,  these  workshops 
and  conferences  will  be  used  as  a means  to  keep  the  subgrantees  abreast 
of  information  and  skills  necessary  to  increase  capacity  of  performance. 
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IV.  FAIR  housing  and  equal  opportunity 


In  its  monitoring  report  HUD  requested  the  City  to  correct  the  deficien- 
cies mentioned  in  the  fair  housing  and  equal  opportunity  section  of 
the  letter.  The  letter  however  noted  only  in  general  terms  that  "...the 
City  was  in  compliance  with  HUD  and  other  Federal  requi rements , with 
the  following  exceptions.  Several  agencies  failed  to  maintain  or  did 
not  report  accurate  racial,  ethnic,  and  gender  data...".  In  response 
to  OCD's  request,  Mr.  Herman  Wilson  of  the  Fair  Housing  and  Equal 
Opportunity  Division  of  your  office  kindly  forwarded  a copy  of  his 
detailed  monitoring  report.  According  to  the  report, 

"...Minorities  have  been  appointed  at  a rate  exceeding  the 
percentage  of  minorities  residing  within  the  City  of  San 
Francisco. . .Minorities  and  females  are  adequately  repre- 
sented on  the  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  on  Community 
Development. . .Minorities  within  the  project  are  receiving 
benefits  in  proportion  to  their  share  of  the  population 
need...HRC  (Human  Rights  Commission)  staff  is  to  be 
commended  for  their  outstanding  records  keeping  and  on- 
time  reporting  (in  relation  to  minority  business  enter- 
prise participation  monitoring) .. .The  City  of  San 
Francisco  is  an  outstanding  participant  in  the  Minority 
Banking  program. . . " 

The  report  concluded  that 

"...Records  maintained  by  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Community 
Development  were  maintained  in  a satisfactory  manner,  how- 
ever, the  following  offices  had  serious  records  keeping 
problems  (on  the  race  and  gender  of  program  beneficiaries): 

1)  Human  Rights  Commission  (Fair  Housing);  2)  Economic 
Development  Council;  and  3)  Bay  Area  Urban  League  Counseling 
Service. " 

This  is  the  only  deficiency  mentioned  in  the  report.  The  City 
has  already  taken  the  following  actions  to  correct  the  problems. 

A . FAIR  HOUSING  AGENC I ES 


(1)  Meetings  with  Neighborhood  and  Consumer  Affairs  staff  of 
HUD-  Following  the  monitoring  visits  by  staff  of  your 
Fair  Housing  & Equal  Opportunity  Division,  meetings  were 
scheduled  and  held  between  Neighborhood  and  Consigner 
Affairs  staff  your  Office  and  staff  of  the  Human  Rights 
Commission  - Fair  Housing  (Januarv_23.  1981)  and  of  the  Bav 
Area  Urban  League  (November  24,  1980).  Based  on  the 
instructions  provided  by  HUD  staff  at  these  meetings, 
the  two  agencies  have  already  modified  their  innouse 
record  keeping  systems  to  assure  the  maintenance  of 
data  on  the  race  and  gender  of  program  beneficiaries  and 
the  documentation  of  types  of  assistance  and  follow-up 
and  final  disposition  actions.  A logging  system  of 
telephone  inquiries  is  also  maintained. 
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(2)  Monthly  Statistical  and  Progress  Reports  - 

To  assure  adequate  information  being  recorded  and  maintained 
by  these  two  and  other  fair  housing  counseling  agencies  funded 
in  the  City's  1981  CD  Program,  OCD  has  established  a monthly 
report  form  to  be  used  by  all  these  agencies.  Exhibit  IV-A 
is  a copy  of  the  report  form  and  the  instruction  memorandim. 

As  you  may  find,  all  the  HUD  required  information  have  been 
included  and  the  progress  of  each  case  will  be  tracked.  OCD 
has  reviewed  this  form  with  Mr.  Wilson  and  Mr.  Cooper  of  your 
Fair  Housing  and  Equal  Opportunity  Division. 

(3)  Monthly  Monitoring  Visits  - 

Instead  of  conducting  quarterly  monitorings  as  recommended  by 
HUD,  OCD  program  monitor  will  conduct  monthly  visits  to  each 
of  the  agencies.  After  receiving  the  monthly  reports  from  the 
agencies,  an  OCD  program  monitor  will  review  the  content  for 
completeness.  The  monitor  will  then  conduct  an  on-site  visit 
to  each  of  the  agencies.  During  this  visit,  the  monitor  will 
review  the  adequacy  of  the  recording  keeping  system  and  randomly 
check  the  individual  files  on  the  accuracy  of  the  data  submitted. 
When  deficiencies  are  found,  the  monitor  will  advise  the  agencies 
to  take  appropriate  corrective  actions.  Following  the  visit, 
the  monitor  will  prepare  a memorandum  for  file  to  document  the 
items  reviewed,  deficiencies  noted,  and  corrective  actions  re- 
commended. 

(4)  Quarterly  Evaluation  Reports  - 

Each  of  the  agencies  is  also  required  by  OCD  to  submit  an  evalua- 
tion report  on  their  accomplishments  and  problems  on  a quarterly 
basis.  Based  on  the  problems  noted,  and  if  necessary,  OCD  staff 
will  provide  further  assistance. 

B.  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  COUNCIL 

(1)  Monthly  Statistical  and  Progress  Reports  - 

OCD  has  modified  the  different  reporting  forms  that  were  used 
by  the  Economic  Development  Council  (EDC)  and  neighborhood 
economic  development  corporations  in  1980  on  business  loan 
activities.  Exhibit IV-B  presents  a set  of  the  forms  that  are 
to  be  used  by  EDC  and  the  neighborhood  corporations  starting 
with  the  1981  program  year.  The  monthly  report  forms  include 
a summary  of  loan  activities  and  beneficiaries  for  the  month; 
information  on  each  business  loan  by  the  major  steps  between 
loan  intake  and  loan  closing;  and  upon  each  loan  closing,  a 
detailed  loan  profile. 

(2)  Monthly  Monitoring  Visits  - 

The  same  monthly  monitoring  visits  process  as  described  under 
the  fair  housing  section  will  be  applied  to  the  economic  develop- 
ment agencies.  Starting  with  the  1981  CD  Program,  the  Economic 
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Development  Council  will  be  responsible  for  the  monthly 
monitoring  of  the  neighborhood  economic  development  corporations . 
EDC  will  in  turn  be  monitored  closely  by  OCD. 

(3)  Quarterly  Evaluation  Reports  - 

The  requirement  for  preparing  and  submitting  quarterly  reports 
also  applies  to  the  EDC  and  the  neighborhood  corporations. 

Based  on  the  evaluation  of  EDC 1 s accomplishments  and  problems 
during  the  first  two  quarters  of  the  program  year,  OCD  will 
consider  the  necessity  of  an  audit  of  EDC  as  recommended  in  HUD's 
monitoring  report. 

(4)  On-Site  Employment  Verification 

As  requested  in  HUD's  monitoring  report,  EDC  will  conduct  on- 
site employment  verification  of  small  business  concerns  assisted 
by  CDBG  funds.  Such  verification  will  be  done  on  a random  sample 
of  businesses  and  is  mainly  to  determine  if  the  number  of  jobs 
retained  and/or  created  for  lower  income  residents  as  reported 
in  the  loan  application  are  actual.  Exhibit  also  includes 
a copy  of  the  Employment  Verification  Form  to  be  used  by  EDC  staff. 
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V.  FINANCIAL  MANAGEMENT 


A.  AUTOMATED  CITY  FINANCIAL  REPORTS 


HUD  has  recommended  that  the  many  City  computer  print-outs  be 
consolidated  in  order  to  improve  the  coordination  of  reporting 
the  receipt  and  expenditure  of  CDBG  funds. 

The  Office  of  Community  Development  is  continuing  to  work  with 
the  City's  Financial  Information  Resource  Management  (FIRM)  to 
strengthen  the  financial  reporting  system  for  community  devel- 
opment funds.  During  1980  FIRM  reports  No.  9 (Project-Work 
Phase)  and  No.  33  (Line  Item  Sub-object)  were  consolidated  into 
FIRM  Report  No.  44.  In  addition  Report  No.  46  was  created  ex- 
clusively for  the  CDBG  Program  to  display  expenditures  made 
and  revenues  received  by  fund  (entitlement  year)  on  the  same 
summary  sheet. 

Upon  the  final  completion  of  expenditures  reconciliations 
between  the  old  and  new  computed  programs,  the  FIRM  programmers 
will  load  all  prior  expenditures  and  comparable  budget  amounts 
to  the  Community  Development  Program  display  which  were  dropped 
from  the  computed  system  as  part  of  the  normal  City  fiscal  year 
closing.  This  will  allow  a total  reading  of  each  CD  entitlement 
year,  a computer  display  unique  in  the  City's  total  fiscal  record 
system. 

The  FIRM  programmers  will  also  develop  a revenue  transfer  billing 
system  for  projects  administered  by  the  Bureaus  of  Architecture 
and  Engineering.  Presently,  because  these  funds  are  transferred 
to  a separate  fund  group,  reports  on  expenditures  must  be  pre- 
pared manually,  which  slows  up  the  process  to  prepare  vouchers  for 
the  Letter  of  Credit  drawdown  system. 

B*  TIME  SHEETS 

In  addition  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and  as  identified 
in  a memorandum  to  the  Budget  Analyst  (see  Exhibit  V-A  ),  copies 
of  time  sheets,  from  these  two  agencies  are  being  provided  to  the 
Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development  on  a regular  basis. 

C*  REHABILITATION  AGREEMENTS 

This  Office  has  a regular  reporting  system  on  the  leveraging  of 
CDBG  funds  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Marks-Foran  Rehabilitation  Program.  There  are 
four  agreements:  California  1st  Bank  ($1.0  million);  Wells  Fargo 

Bank  ($3.0  million);  United  California  Bank  ($2.0  million);  and 
California  1st  Bank  ($1.0  million).  A total  of  $700,000  has 
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generated  $7.0  million  in  loan  funds  in  the  Western  Addition  A-2 
Project.  On  file  with  OCD  are  schedules  of  deposits,  withdrawals, 
reserve  fund  balances  and  individual  bank  reports. 

In  regard  to  the  Housing  Development  Corporations  a standard  re- 
porting on  loan  funds  is  under  development.  Such  a system  reflects 
loan  funds  from  the  1979  CDBG  entitlement  and  prior  year  fundings. 
Beginning  in  1980  all  loan  funds  have  been  consolidated  under  the 
Deferred  Payment  Rehabilitation  Loan  Program  serviced  by  Crocker 
National  Bank. 
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EXHIBIT  I -A  3/3 


1975-1980  SAN  FRANCISCO  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 
IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  OF  URBAN  RENEWAL,  REDEVELOPMENT,  & CODE  ENFORCEMENT  PROJECTS  TO  BE  COMPLETED 

PROJECT  NAME:  Rehabilitation  assistance  program  COMPONENT  ACTIVITY:  code  enforcement 


1975 

1976 
.1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

to  YEAR l 

Cases-Households  moved  C.W. 
Cases-Households  moved  C.W. 
Cases-Households  moved  C.W. 
Cases-Households  moved  C.W. 

Upper  Ashbury  NS A- (RAP) 
Cases-Households  moved 

North  of  Market  NSA  (RAP) 
Cases-Households  moved 

Bayview  Huntbrs  Point  NS7.  (HIP) 
Cases-Households  moved 

Hayes  Valley  NIA  (HIP) 
Cases-Households  moved 

Inner  Richmond  NIA  (RAP) 
Cases-Households  moved 

Upper  Ashbury  NSA  (RAP) 
Cases-Households  moved 

Bayview  Hunters  Point  NSA  (HIP) 
Cases-Households  moved 

TYPE  OF  PRODUCT 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

5 

10 

10 

1 

5 

GPP 

PG.NO. 

61 

19 

59 

151 

56 

65 

2 

15 

1 

30 

2 

TOTAL 

61 

19 

59 

121 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

■ 

COM- 

PLETED 

0 

.0 

0 

30 

56 

64 

2 

15 

■ - 

0 

30 

2 

TO  BE 
COMPL.  ' 

5 

8 

0 

0 

0 

0 

CO 

CD 

25 

11 

5 

0 

3 

0 

0 

• ' 

<T> 

CD 

11 

9 

2 

3 

0 

<JD  O 
O 
CD  3T 
>—  ~D 

m 

11 

9 

0 

3 

2 
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ro  •— 
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c n 

11 

10 

3 

i 

o 

CD  rn 
po  o 
cz 
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4 

10 

3 

7 

cn  m 

CD 

no 
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VJ 3 

CD 

PO 

9 

11 

i | 

1 
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PROJECT  NAME:  Rehabilitation  assistance  program COMPONENT  ACTIVITY:  relocation  benefit  assistance 
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In  North  of  Market,  efforts  are  still  being  made  to  establish  loan  funds  at  low  in 
that  property  owners  can  do  the  work  to  comply  with  the  codes  and  still  charge  rents 


| 12/79 

j 1/22/80 

j 1/31/80 

472/80 

5/9/80 

5/10/80 

5/30/80 

6/10/80 

6/11/80 

7/8/80 

7/16/80 

8/20/80 

9/5/80 

9/30/80 

10/6/80 

10/10/80 


EXHIBIT  I-C 

CDBG  DEFERRED  PAYMENT  LOAN  PROGRAM 

OCD  entered  into  contract  with  Gressel,  Gressel , Slater,  Inc. 
to  develop  new  rehabilitation  strategies  and  programs. 

HUD  Letter  approving  1980  Application 

HUD  Monitoring  Letter  requesting  a revised  rehabilitation  strategy 
from  the  City. 

City  submitted  revised  rehabilitation  strategy  to 'HUD  as  requested. 

OCD  and  consultants  met  with  HUD  to  present  and  discuss 

preliminary  recommendations  on  a new  rehab,  strategy  and  rehab,  programs. 

OCD  and  consultants  met  with  housing  development  corporations 
(HDC)/  to  present  preliminary  recommendations  on  a new  rehab, 
strategy  and  the  deferred  payment  loan  program. 

OCD  transmitted  a formal  proposal  to  HDC/  detailing  the  deferred 
payment  loan  program. 

Comments  due  back  from  HDC. 

OCD  began  soliciting  proposals  from  lending  institutions  for  a 
servicing  agent 

OCD  received  and  reviewed  proposals. 

OCD  transmitted  draft  Agency  and  Servicing  Agreement  to  HUD  Area 
Office  for  review  for  compliance  with  the  lump  sum  drawdown 
regulati ons 

Crocker  National  Bank  wrote  to  OCD,  making  a firm  proposal  on 
servicing  fees. 

After  reviewing  all  proposals,  OCD  wrote  to  Crocker  staging  that 
the  City  has  selected  Crocker  as  the  servicing  agent.  OCD  transmitted 
draft  Agency  and  Servicing  Agreement  to  Crocker. 

OCD  transmitted  additional  contract  materials  to  Crocker. 

Crocker  decided  to  prepare  its  own  Agency  and  Servicing  Agreement. 

Crocker  forwarded  to  OCD  the  first  draft  of  the  Agency  and  Servicing 
Agreement 

OCD  met  with  Crocker  to  discuss  the  Agreement  and  requested  certain 
revisions. 

Crocker  transmitted  to  OCD  the  second  draft  of  the  Agreement 

City  Attorney  Office  reviewed  draft  Agreement  and  discussed  wiL.h 
Crocker  attorney  on  certain  questions  regarding  the  Ci  cy  s an  -ne 
Bank's  liability  under  the  program. 
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11/3/80 


11/28/80 

12/8/80 

12/12/80 

1/8/81 

1/9/81 

1/23/81 

1/27/81 

2/6/81 

2/9/81 


City  Attorney  Office  formalized  the  City's  revisions  to  Crocker's 
proposed  Agreement  and  forwarded  the  revised  sections  to  Crocker. 

City's  and  Bank's  attorneys  further  discussed  the  revisions  over 
the  phone. 

City's  attorney,  through  OCD,  transmitted  the  revised  Agreement 
to  Crocker. 

Crocker  informed  the  City  that  their  attorney  was  on  vacation 
through  12/22/80. 

OCD  called  the  Bank  again  and  was  informed  that  the  Bank  attorney 
will  review  all  the  documents  as  soon  as  he  comes  back  on  12/22/80 
and  that  the  Agency  and  Servicing  Agreement  could  be  executed  in 
early  January  1981. 

OCD  received  final  Agreement  from  Crocker 

OCD  transmitted  Agreement  to  HUD  for  review  and  apDroval  pursuant  to 
24  CFR  570.513. 

OCD  received  HUD's  comments  and  questions  regarding  the  Agreement 
OCD  responsed  to  HUD  questions. 

HUD  approved  the  Agreement 

Mayor  signed  the  Servicing  Agreement. 
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CD  /EAR 

ALLOCATION 

?rvcrm  Activitv  Amcunt 

EXPENDITURE 
Oro:scz Amount 

No. units 

3ALANCE 

vSj 

: 

3 

1975 

Chinatown  HEAP 

500,000 

AOty.  on 

Mei  tun  ruen 
SfRA  Adm. 

280,000 

200,000 

14,503 

97, SR 
135..NC 

Subtotal 

500,000 

494,506 

5,392 

International  Hotel  490,000 

0 

490,000 

total 

3990,000 

S494,SC3 

3495,392 

1975 

Chinatown  HSAP 

500,000 

YWCA  Act. 

352,000 

133,  OCO 

international  Hotel  322,500 

SFrlA  uaga!  Costs  25,000 

197,300 

TOTAL 

31  . 322.500 

3337  .ICC 

3935. 5CC 

1977 

So.  of  Market  HSAP  300,000 

70-74  Mess  St. 
1C2  South  =ar< 
22  South  Park 
T00C0  Adm. 

126,372 
151  ,391 
5,000 
5,996 

5 ,SP 
42, SR 
opti  an 

Subtotal 

'300,000 

29677:9 

-77177 

Chinatown  HSAP 

300,000 

0 

500,300 

total 

3300,000 

3298,759 

3501.24- 

1978 

Chinatown  HSAP 

SSOO  ,000 

SO 

3500,000 

1979 

Serna!  Heights  HSAP  150,000 

424  Holloday  71,650 
14  4 13  3onview  1,000 
3rswstar/Joy  St.  20,540 
Oction  Punas  10,000 
A cm. 

4.NC 

(obticn, 

Subtotal 

150,000 

150,000 

0 

On  Lok  Project 

60,000 

On  Lok  Project 

60,000 

70, SR 

0 

TOTAL 

3210,000 

3210. 000 

— 1 

1980 

Citywide  HSAP 

1,500,000 

Inchon  Vi  11  ace 
Obtion  -unds 
ASIAN  Inc. 
CCHC 
HONP 
MHDC 
PHCDC 
TODCO 

500, 0C0 

10,000 

10,000 

10,000 

10,000 

10,000 

10,000 

100, SR 

t0TAL 

51,600,000 

3560. OCO 

354Q,:cc 

1981 

Citywide  HSAP 

32.000,000 

0 

32,  OCO. OCO 

GRAND  TOTAL 

S7 ,422,500 

32, 050,367 

35,372.133 

0C3  2/15/SI 
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HOC 

PROJECT  LOCATION 

■0-  ONI" 

CATE  CCNO.  FUNDS 
AP-RC’/E  3 RESERVE- 

PRCGRAj" 

SOURCE 

TCCCO 

131  Russ  Street  5, 

NC 

10-31-30 

12,320 

1 93CCW/HSAF 

TCCCC 

1C2  South  Pane'  * 

11-12-30 

50,CC0 

MHDC 

3129  22nd  Street  g. 

SR 

11-12-30 

343,500 

HONP 

22na/8artlett  Street  50 

NC 

12-11-30 

140,200” 

“ 

CCHC 

Wharf  Plaza  I i II  230 ! 

NC 

12-23-30 

700, OCO 

1975-1973CT-HSAP 

CCHC 

1204  Mason  Street  24, 

SR 

2-  5-81 

320,220 

1978CT-HSAP 

MHDC 

890  Capp  Street  a, 

SR 

2-10-31 

ICO,  OCO 

1S3C  CW-HSA? 

TOTAL 

322 

SI, 571, 5-iC 

* The 

550,000  is  to  supplement  S151 ,391  alloc 

1 under  the  1977 

Souc.n  of 

Market 

HSAP 

for  tne  accuisition  of  102  South  Park. 

» HC'.MP 

submitted  this  procosai  first  on  June 

25, 

1930.  At  tnat 

time  HONP 

was  still 

working  on  a draft  lease  with  the  City  for  one  airrignt.  Also,  the  .'ecu; red  en- 
vironmental review  of  trie  project  was  not  oomo'etec  oy  one  Caoaromenc  of  Cioy  Plan- 
ning. HOO.- indicated  that  an  executed  lease  agreement  between  HONP  and  one  Cioy  and 
a construction  s cr.edu ie  are  orerequi si  tas  to  providing  Section  3 assistance  to  this 
project.  HONP  resuomioted  their  requist  on  December  3,  1530. 

Even  though  HONP  still  has  not  secured  site  control,  SUO.SOO  was  ccmmi  toed 
in  order  to  enaoie  the  project  to  proceed  expedi tionsly  to  the  Section  3 Firm 
Cormitment  Stage  and  in  turn,  to  reduce  the  overall  project  development  tost. 


hoc 


IT 

EDC 

TOTAL 


C.  PROJECJS .SUSMI—S  AND  UNDER  REVIEW 


PROJECT  LOCATE  ON 


■NO.  .UNITS  ~JNCS  REQUESTED 


3025  23rd  Street  6, SR  126,414 
22  South  Park  34, SR  309,500 
551  Clay  Street  38., SR  562,334 
North  of  Market  UOAG  59, SR  1,000,000 

TaOR  52,098,243 


HOC 


PROJECT  LOCATION 


NO.  UNITS  FUNOS  REQUESTED 


CCHC  391 


75,600 


MHDC  3333  Mission 


100.NC  533,540 

136  3609,240 


REASON 

■=2B  ..PISawcval 

Mo  site  control 
No  site  control 
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1373 

137? 


as  of  February  •=.  133' 


::  'EAR  77C33A.M 


3G0,CCC 

aso.oco 

$990,000 

500,000 

322,500 

$1,322,500 


International 

Hotel 

TOTAL 


So.  of  Market  300,000 
Chi natcwn 
"TOTAL 


300.000 
3500,000 

$500,000 

150.000 


3ema  1 Heig.nts 
On  Lok  3-o:ect  50,01 1 
TOTAL  $210,000 

Citywide  HSAP  31,500,000 

Citywide  HSAP  $2,000,000 


494,503 

sisAos 

352,000 

25,000 

$357,000 

238,753 

$296^759 


150,000 

S65C,000 


5ALANC2 

5AL-‘'C5 

5,332 

5,332 

0 

-90 .320 
$495,332 

“$17392 

S49ci:cc 

133,000 

: 13a, 000 

0 

737.500 

$935,500 

2 

757.500 

TTTJZz 

$135,000 

1,241 

0 

1,241 

500.000 
$oC 1 ,241 

500.000 

3;cc,:co 

“TTirr 

500,000  275.322 


!—  T- 

$340,000  ; $557,420 

$2,000,000  ; $0 


£.3* 

chase  of  residential 


32.000,000 

$7,422,500  $2,050,367  $5,372,133* j$: ,571 ,540  $3,700,493* 

n amount  of  $1,237,500  that  was  acoroved  by  the  Soard  of 
10,  1976  for  the  acquisition  of  the  International  Hotel 
ority.  A '•eouest  has  been  forwarded  to  the 
■eaooorpriata  $1,000,000  of  tnis  amount  to  --nance  our- 
1s  under  the  North  of  Market  JCAG  project. 


As  indicated  under  Section  C on 
of  $2,038,243  against  i 


r'3|I?70C*)* 


! are  a total 


0C0  3/15/81 


EXHIBIT  1-0  3/3 


c o 

3 1 = 
et  ~ 
ro  — 1 
-s  ro 
oo  ire 


C —I 

O -3 
I—  XI 
2 O 


1975-1980  SAN  rRANCISCO  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 
IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  OE  URBAN  RENEWAL,  REDEVELOPMENT,  & CODE  ENEURCEMENT  PROJECTS  TO  BE  COMPLETED 

PROJECT  NAME-  Bayview  Hunters  Point  NSA  COMPONENT  ACTIVITY:  Completion  of  Urban  Renewals 

Hunters  Point  NDP 
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1975-1980  SAN  FRANCISCO  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 
IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  OF  URBAN  RENEWAL,  REDEVELOPMENT , & CODE  LNFORCLMLNT  PROJECTS  10  BE  COMPLETED 


j— 

1980 

i 

CD  YEAR 

Acquisition  of  Real  Properties 
Survey  and  Planning  (contracts) 
Acquisition  (contracts) 

Disposition 

Land  Marketing  (contracts) 

Street  Improvements 

Site  Impr.  Plans  (contracts) 

Relocation  Payments  and  Benefits 
Relocation  (payments) 

Rehab,  of  Private  Parcels 
Engineering  (reports) 
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1975-1980  SAN  TRANCISCO  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 
IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  0E  URHAN  RENEWAL,  REDEVELOPMENT,  A CODE  ENEURCLMENT  PROJECTS  TO  HE  COMPLETED 

PROJECT  NAME:  Rincon  Point  - South  Beach  NSA_ COMPONENT  ACTIVITY:  As  1 ist^d^ndArJme  Qf  Product 

(formerly  known  as  Northeastern  Waterfront.) 


EXHIBIT  I-F 


IMPLEMENTATION  STEPS  FOR  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OR  RENOVATION  OF  NEIGHBORHOOD  FACILITIES 


WEEKS 

1 

3 

2-3 

3 

2 


1-2 

2 

2-16 

1-2 

3-5 

2 

1 

1 

1 

5-30 


GRANT  AGREEMENT 

1.1  OCD  sends  award  letter  to  Grantee  with  the  following  attachments: 

a.  General  procedures  and  restrictions  on  the  grant 

b.  Request  for  documentation 

c.  Facility  information  sheet 

d.  Grantee's  request  for  architectural  services 

1.2  Grantee  submits  documents  and  information  to  OCD. 

1.3  OCD  reviews  documents  and  finalize  work  program  and  project  budget. 

1.4  OCD  prepares  Grant  Agreement  and  submits  draft  to  Grantee. 

1.5  OCD  conducts  meeting  with  Monitor  and  Grantee  to  finalize  Grant 
Agreement. 

1.6  All  parties  sign  Grant  Agreement  and  OCD  processes  Agreement. 

1.7  Grant  Agreement  is  sent  to  Controller's  Office  for  certification. 

DESIGN  AND  CONSTRUCTION  CONTRACT 


2.1  OCD  approves  Grantee's  architect  contract  or  assignment  of  Community 
Design  Center  architect. 

2.2  OCD  sends  out  letter  No.  2 and  conducts  general  information  meetings 
where  needed  with  Grantees  and  their  architects. 

2.3  Grantee  and  architect  prepare  and  submit  plans  and  specification  and 
revised  budget  to  Monitor  for  approval. 

2.4/Monitor  assists  Grantee  with  bidding  documents  and  supervises  bidding 
procedures. 

2.5  Grantee  executes  bidding  process  and  recommends  proposed  contractor 
to  Monitor. 

2.6  Monitor  reviews  contractor's  qualifications  (HUD  and  bonding)  and 
prepares  construction  contract. 

2.7  Monitor  conducts  pre-construction  conference  and  verifies  all  re- 
quired contract  documents. 

2.8  All  parties  sign  contruction  contract  (with  approval  from  OCD). 

CONSTRUCTION 

3.1  Monitor  sends  out  "Notice  to  Proceed"  to  Grantee  and  Contractor  (Copy 
to  OCD). 

C 3.2  Grantee,  architect  and/or  contractor  submits  all  required  forms  and 

\ documents  for  progress  payments. 

/ 3.3  Monitor  monitors  labor  standards  compliance  and  progress  of  construc- 
tion activities,  and  verifies  payment  requests  and  all  fiscal  report- 
ing forms. 

3.4  Monitor  initiates  progress  payment  request  to  OCD. 

\_3.5  OCD  processes  programs  payments. 


CONTRACT  CLOSING 


4.1  Grantee  and  or  architect  issues  "notice  of  completion"  and  "final 
payment  request"  to  monitor  and  OCD. 

4.2  Monitor  reviews  all  fiscal  and  reporting  documents  for  completeness 
and  approves  final  payment  requests. 

4.3  OCD  process  final  payment. 

4.4  Grantee  acknowledges  receipt  of  grant,  accepts  renovation  works,  sub- 
mits final  fiscal  statement  and  future  annual  reports. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  OF  PHYSICAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT  ACTIVITIES  TO  HE  COMPLETED 
**  SUMMARY  ** 

PROGRAM  ACTIVIfY:  FX I STING  CENTER  REHABILITATION 
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1975-1980  SAN  TRANCISCO  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 
IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  OF  PHYSICAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT  ACTIVITIES  TO  BE  COMPLETED 
**  SUMMARY  ** 

PROGRAM  ACTIVITY:  CHILDCARE  CENTER  REHABILITATION 


1975-1900  SAN  TRANCISCO  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 
IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  OE  PHYSICAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT  ACTIVITIES  TO  BE  COMPLETED 
**  SUMMARY  ** 

PROGRAM  AC  I I VI  I Y : ADDIIIONAI  ML  IGIIBORIIOOD  Cl  N1  LR 
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1975- 1900  SAN  FRANCISCO  COMMON  I f Y DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 
IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  OF  PHYSICAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT  ACTIVITIES  TO  UE  COMPLETED 
**  SUMMARY  ** 

PROGRAM  ACTIVITY: NUP 


iy 75- i 9m;  san  francisco  community  development  program 

IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE  Or  PHYSICAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROJECT  ACTIVITIES  TO  RE  COMPLETED 
**  SUMMARY  ** 

PROGRAM  ACTIVITY:  NIIP 
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PROGRAM  ACTIVITY: NLL2 


EXHIBIT  I-H 


PROCESSING  STEPS  OF  SBA  502  LOANS 


1.  INITIAL  REQUEST 

- Economic  Development  Council  (EDO)  or  loan  packager  performs 
initial  screening  for  creditworthiness  and  program  eligibility. 

2.  EDO  OR  LOAN  PACKAGER  SENDS  HISTORICAL  FINANCIALS  AND  PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION  BANK 

- Bank  selects  appropriate  loan  officer 

- Loan  officer  reviews  credit  information 

3.  BANK  AND  EDO  OR  LOAN  PACKAGER  MEET  WITH  BORROWER  (SBC) 

- Bank  and  EDC  or  loan  packager  determine,  respectively,  if  project 
meets  their  credit  and  other  criteria. 

- Discuss  alternatives  to  502  (i.e.,  7(a)  or  conventional) 

- If  it  is  decided  to  pursue  SBA  502  financing,  structure  loan 
request. 

4.  EDC  OR  LOAN  PACKAGER  REVIEWS  PROJECT  WITH  SBA 

5.  EDC  OR  LOAN  PACKAGER  PREPARES  LOAN  PACKAGE  (ASSEMBLES  ALL  INFORMA- 
TION ON  ATTACHED  LIST) 

- SBC  chooses  LDC 

- SBC's  accountant  prepares  projections 

- Copies  of  package  distributed  to  all  participants 

6.  BANK  REVIEWS  PACKAGE,  ORDERS  APPRAISAL,  ISSUES  COMMITMENT 

7.  SBA  REVIEWS  PACKAGE  (WITH  BANK  COMMITMENT  LETTER)  AND  ISSUES 
AUTHORIZATION 

8.  EACH  LENDER  PREPARES  LEGAL  DOCUMENTATION  TO  CLOSE  LOAN 

- EDC  orders  City  check 

9.  LOAN  CLOSING 
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EXHIBIT  I-I 


A.  SBA  502  LOAN  ACTIVITIES  SUMMARY 


No.  of  Loans 

Loan  Closed 

Before  1980 

6 

1980 

11 

17 

Loans  Aoproved 

1980 

10 

Loans  Submitted 

1980 

3 

Loans  in  Process 

Before  1980 

3 

1980 

24 

27 


Loan  Amount 

CDBG  Share 

$3,686,074 
7,989,230 
11  ,675,304 

$113,526 

315,487 

429,013 

5,519,583 

292,253 

745,054 

33,477 

3,300,000 

20.984.500 

24.284.500 

115,000 

827.125 

942.125 

B.  CDBG  ALLOCATIONS  & PROJECTED  BALANCES 
FOR  SBA  502  LOANS 


Allocations 

1977  CDP 

1978  CDP 

1979  CDP 

1980  CDP 


Projected  Balance  by  12/81 
Loans  Closed  to  Date  - 17  Loans 

Loans  to  Be  Closed  by 

6/81  - 16  Loans 

31  Loans 


429,017 

465,080 

$894,093 


Projected  CDBG  Funds  Available  12/81 
BBF 

1981  CDP 


PROJECTED  TOTAL  NEED  FOR  CDBG  FUNDS  12/81 


$395,000 

75.000 

50.000 

400.000 

370.000 

$ 907 


$150,907 

907 

150,907 

$802,775 
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